Since the parties' errors in deriving the total settlement
penalties are different from those which caused the errors in
listing the total penalties proposed by MSHA, a somewhat differ-
ent explanation is necessary to account for the difference of
$398.84 between the total settlement amount of $4,968.90 (which
results from taking 90 percent of the corrected proposed penal-
ties of $5,521.00) and the amount of $4,570.06 which results
from adding the settlement penalties listed on pages 2 through
7 of the joint motion for approval of settlement.  An explanation
of the errors in listing the settlement penalties is giveri below:

On page 2 of the motion, under Docket No. LAKE 80-137-M, a
settlement penalty of $64.80 must be added in column 5 to re-
flect the omission of the proposed penalty of $72.00 associated
with Citation No. 366077.

On page 3 of the motion, under Docket No. CENT 79-194-M, a
settlement penalty of $59.40 must be added in column 5 to re-
flect the omission of the proposed penalty of $66.00 associated
with Citation No. 189111.

The listing for Docket No. CENT 81-270-M begins on the last
line of page 3,  Under that same docket on the first line of
page 4, a settlement penalty of $30.80 is shown in column 5 for
Citation No. 544241 having a proposed penalty of $34.00.  That
settlement penalty is 20 cents more than 10 percent of $34.00
and should be reduced to $30.60 to agree with all the other
settlement penalties associated -with proposed penalties in the
amount of $34.00 which have been correctly reduced by 10 percent
to $30.60.

Also on page 4 of the motion, under Docket No. LAKE 79-170-M,
a settlement penalty in the amount of $30.60 should be added in
column 5 to correspond with the parties' failure to include
Citation No. 366451 in that docket along with an associated pro-
posed penalty of $34.00.

It should additionally be noted on page 4, under Docket No.
LAKE 82-20-M, that it is unnecessary to make an adjustment in
the settlement penalties to reflect the fact that the proposed
penalty for the single violation in that docket was incorrectly
listed as $100.00 less than MSHA had proposed.  No adjustment is
necessary because the parties had listed a settlement penalty of
$144.00 which is 10 percent of the corrected proposed penalty of
$160.00,

at complicated discussion is required for correct-
penalty pertaining to the single violation
o. CENT 81-146-M.  As previously indicated
isting for Docket No. CENT 81-146-M appears
then is repeated on page 6.  The first
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